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REMARKS 



Nummary of Office Action 

Claims 1-87 are pending in this application. Claims 10-30, 40, 48-65, 78-80, 82, 

and 87 have been withdrawn pursuant to a species election. 

The Examiner found applicant's arguments in the April 12, 2007 Remarks For 
Pre-Appeal Brief Conference persuasive and has withdrawn the finality of the last Office Action. 
The Examiner has now rejected the claims based on the following new grounds: 

Claims 1-4. 7. 31-34. 41-45, 47, 66-69, 72-77, 81 . and 83-86 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious from Standerwick et al. U.S. Patent No. 3,072,118 
(hereinafter "Standerwick") in view of Farley et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,663,630 (hereinafter 
-Farley")- Dependent claims 5, 6, and 46 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious fi'om Standerwick in view of Farley and Carol U.S. Patmit No. 4,955,891 (hereinafter 
"Carol"). Dependent claims 8. 9. and 37-39 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious from Standerwick in view of Farley and Letendart et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,432,109 
(hereinafter "Letendart"). and dependent claims 35, 36, 70. and 71 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious from Standerwick in view of Farley and Bitmer, Jr. U.S. Patent 
No. 2,055.024 (hereinafter "Bittnei"). 

Summary of Applicant's Replv 

Applicant has amended independent claim 1 to more particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject maner diat applicant regards as the invention. 
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Applicant has amended independent daim 72 to leplace the term of art "reduce" 
with eqnivalent language, "pull .- toward the reduction platfonn." No new matter has been 
added. 

Reconsideration of this application in view of the following remarks is 
respecifiUly requested- 

Re jections of r iaims Under 3** tl S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims M, 7, 31-34, 41^5, 47, 66-69, 72-77. 81. and 83-86 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Standerwick and Farley. 

These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Tndfependent Claim 1 

Amended independent claim 1 defines a fragment manipulator having a "b^ 
en gaging end configured to . . . attach to a bone fragment v^^M »at tte bone fragment can bs 
nulled toward th<^ reduction pl f .rfnmi rn reduce thr fracmre as the fmrment manipulato r 
ti^n)i1ate.t thrQU °h n^^- reviving hole" (emphasis added). 

Standerwick does not disclose fixation apparatus that can reduce bone firactuies. 
In particular. Standerwick doe.s sat disclose that any of its mounting, fixing, or stabilizing pins 
are configured to pull a bone fragment upward. 

Farley also does not disclose fixation apparatus that can reduce bone fractures. 
Instead, Farley discloses a fixation system that uses bone screws to rigidly attach the fixation 

apparatus to a patient's skiiU. 

Farley's bone screws have a threaded distal tip that engages the skull until a 
shoulder on the screw engages the skull to prevent penetration (see, e.g.. column 7, Unes 19-25: 
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penetration")' 

F^loy is sue » <o «h=<l« or »o. i« bone sc«w. c=- b. used fo. bone ta«u« 
r^aucio. ^pp,ic».po>.«^*«^ot3nbo.s«ws»c.p.b.eo,be..usea»».ucebo« 

jfractures. 

Moreover.*e shoulder onF»rleysbonesc«-»sm.ypteve«*edU,^ lip of *.« 
.«wsfton,be^SS«e»e<,>n6.enoua.i.»*e^»beu,cdf„.bone..a«u.,eau«io. 

Thus, the combmaiion of Sta«ierwick FMey does no, T«ult in a £racla» 

^„n .ssen-b^ having a fa8n.e« ma„iP»l-' » """^ " 

a„ach,oab<»ctagme„ts»eha«*ebonef^entca„bepnU«l.o«*.oeU».racn». 

Therrfo... indep^uien. dain, 1 is no. obvio^ ftom d«. «>«blnadon and should 

be allowable. 

SimUariy. independent dain, 41 defmes a fragn>«.t manipulator d>a.haa "a bone 
..gaging end having a d«.d attachable abone ftagn^enr ...r^ l Ul l th^ bon. f^agni.-^ 
r..„^ ........ .he ^u^iOtUikfemMiil. fr^ fn,^^ mia^Pul^loU BMlM^- -^)- 

For the reasons dtotssed above wiai respect .0 clain. 1. the con,bina.ion of 
Sta.der»ic.andFar.eydoesno.disclo«orsuggestafragntentn,anipula«.l.a,,ngsucbabone 

engagingend. Thus. the combinaUonofSt.nderwicUandFail.ydo.ano.render obvious 

applicant's claim 41. 
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Independent Claim 72 

Independent method claim 72 has been amended to recite the following: 

"locating at least a portiOT of a bone to be reduced;" and 

"continuing to rotate the nut so that the fragment manipulator is drawn up 

through the nat to pull the located bone portion attached to the fragment 

mnni p ulator toward the reduction platform ." 

Emphasis added. 

As discussed above, Standerwick does asi disclose a method of craniofacial 
reduction. In particular, Standerwick discloses nothing about locating a portion of a bone to^g 
reduced and rotating a nut to pull up a fragment' manipulator toRuU the located bone portion 
toward a reduction platform. 

Similarly, Farley also does not disclose a method of craniofacial reduction. Nor 
does Farley disclose locating a portion of a bone toberedaced and rotating a nut to pull up a 
fragment manipulator topuU the located bone portion toward a redaction plaiform. 

Moreover, there is nothing in Standerwick or Farley to even suggest that their 
respective apparamses could be used to perform a method of craniofacial reduction. 

Thus, the combination Standerwick and Farley does not result in applicant's 

method as defined in claim 72. 

Therefore, independent claim 72 is not obvious from that combination and Should 

be allowable. 
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In sum, the combination of Standerwick and Fariey does not meet the limitations 
of either independent claim 1, 41. or 72. Therefore, these claims are not obvious from that 
combination and should be aUowable. 

For at least the above leasons. dependent claims 2-4, 7, 31-34, 42-45, 47, 66-69, 
73-77. 81, and 83-86, which each depend either directly or indirectly from independent claim t . 
41, or 72, should also be allowable (i.e.. dependent clauns are allowable if their independent 
claim is allowable). 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the rejections of claims 1-4, 7, 
3J.34, 4M5. 47, 66-69, 72-77, 81. and 83-86 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) be withdrawn. 

Rejections of Dependent Claims U nder 35 U.^^C. S 103fa) 

Dependent claims 5, 6, and 46 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
obviou-s from Standerwick in view of Farley and Carol; dependent claims 8, 9, and 37-39 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious from Standerwick in view of Farley and 
Letendart; and dependent claims 35, 36, 70. and 71 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as 
being obvioas from Standerwick in view of Farley and Bitina:. 

These rejeaions are respectfully traversed. 

For at least the reasons discussed above with respect to independent claims 1, 41, 
and 72, dependent claims 5, 6, 8, 9. 35-39, 46, 70. and 7 1, which each depend directly or 
indirectly from one of the independent claims, are not obvious from any combination of 
Standerwick, Farley, Carol, Utendart. and Bittoer (i.e., dependent claims are allowable if their 
independent claim is allowable). 
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Moreover, claim 6 defines a bone engaging end having a first portion having 
threads that increase in diameter and a second portion having miiforni dianifiter threads. Neither 
Standeiwick, Farley, Carol. Letendart, nor Bittner discloses orsuggests such a bone engaging 
end. For example, Carol merely shows self-tapping screws 208 as having simple pointed tips 
(see Carol's FIG. 9 and J4) ^nH silent as to its construction. Any assertion by the Examiner 
that Carol's self-tapping screws 208 have a first portion having threads that increase in diameter 
and a second portion having uniform diameter threads b pure speculation not supported by any 
facts or evidence. Accordingly, claim 6 is also not obvious for those reasons. 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the rejections of claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 
35-39, 46, 70, and 71 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) be withdrawn. 

Withdrawn De p>-ndenT Claims 10-^0. 40. 48-6*i, 78-80, 82, and 87 

Dependent claims 10-30. 40, 48-65. 78.80, 82, and 87 were withdrawn from 
consideration pursuant to a species election. 

Applicant respectfully requests that these dependent claims be rejoined to the 
apphcation in view of the allowability of their respective mdependent claim and submit that 
these claims are also allowable (i.e., dependent clahns are allowable if their independent claim is 
allowable). 

CQncIusicax 

Hie foregoing demonstrates that claims 3-9. 31-39. 41^47, 66-77, 81, and 83-86 
allowable. Therefore, Siabject to disposition of wiflidrawn claims 10-30, 40, 48-65, 78^80. 



are 
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82, and 87, this application is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and allowance are 



accordingly respectfully requested- 



Respcctfully submitted. 



Garry J. Tulna ^ 
Registration No. 40,210 
Attorney for Applicant 

JONES DAY 

Customer No. 51832 

222East4tst Street 

New York, New York 10017 

(212)326-3939 
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